Remaeks 



Applicant respectfully requests consideration and allowance of the pending 
claims. Claims 1, 9, 12, 16 and 20 are independent. Applicant thanlcs the 
Examiner for the detailed analysis presented in the Office Action of April 13, 
2007. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 6 stands rejected due to a minor informality. Applicant has 
amended claim 6 to remedy die minor informality. According, applicant 
respectfully submits that the claim objection is obviated. 

Rejection Under $101 

Claims 9-11 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter, while also citing MPEP § 2106. The Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

The Examiner suggested amending these rejected claims to recite 
“computer storage media” rather than “computer readable medium”. The 
Applicant expresses appreciation for this suggestion. Without conceding the 
propriety of the stated rejection, and only to advance the prosecution of this 
matter, the Applicant has amended claim 9 as suggested in the Action. Claims 10- 
1 1 do not require amending. 

In light of the claim 9 revision, the Applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the § 101 rejection. 
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Rejection Under ^102 



Claims 1-4, 6-10, 20-23, and 25-26 under § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
United States Patent No. Sullivan et al. (hereinafter "Sullivan"). The Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant addresses the rejections of the independent claims in the 
following. As a preliminary matter, Applicant does not separately address the 
patentability of each remaining dependent claim in detail. However, Applicant’s 
decision not to discuss the differences between the cited art and each dependent 
claim should not be considered as an admission that Applicant concurs with the 
Office’s conclusion that the dependent claims are not patentable over the 
disclosure in the cited references. Similarly, Applicant’s decision not to discuss 
differences between the prior art and every claim element, or every comment 
made by the Office, should not be considered as an admission that Applicant 
concurs with the Office’s interpretation and assertions regarding those claims. 
Indeed, Applicant believes that all of the dependent claims patentably distinguish 
over tlie references cited. Moreover, a specific traverse of the rejection of each 
dependent claim is not required, since dependent claims are patentable for at least 
the same reasons as the independent claims from which the dependent claims 
ultimately depend. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites: 

A method for reporting errors in an application, the method 
comprising: 

generating an error message box upon determination that an error 
occurred, the generation of the error message box by way of an error 
handling mechanism engaged upon determination that the error occurred', 
displaying the error message box; 



LEE & HAYES, PLLC 

RESPONSE TO OFFICIAL ACTION MAILED ON AFRE, 13. 2007 



Page 11 of 22 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. MS1-2672US 
SERIAL NO. 10/684,163 




connecting to product support in response to selection of a universal 
resource locator (URL) in the error message box; and 

passing a string to product support, the string including an error 
message identifier corresponding to information concerning the error. 
(Emphasis added.) 

Respectfully, the Sullivan patent does not disclose or suggest what is 
recited by claim 1 for at least the following reasons. 

Sullivan discloses technology capable of reporting application errors by 
way of a guided self-help methodology. The teclmology disclosed in the patent is 
designed to enable a user to find an answer associated with an application error 
with increased and higher reliability. 

In general, the Sullivan technology includes self-help methodology that is 
first enabled by a user after the occurrence of an application error. The 
application error is reported in line item format (e.g., wwwintl32.dll error). {See 
column 7, lines 47 - 50.) The application error is not reported in an error message 
box, and the Sullivan patent does not report an application error with an URL that 
enables a user to contact product support. 

The Office maintains tliat the Sullivan patent generates the same type of 
error message box as that set forth in rejected claim. Applicant has carefully 
considered the Sullivan patent and has come to the conclusion that the Office has 
incorrectly interpreted the relied upon patent. The Sullivan patent discloses that 
an error message may be displayed when an application encounters an error. {See 
col. 7, lines 45 - 50.) The Office asserts that this disclosure is the same as the 
generated "eiTor message box" recited by rejected claim 1. Applicant respectfully 
submits the mere generation of an error message is not the same as generating a 
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error message box that is enabled to contain additional information (e.g., a URL) 
that may be of assistance to a user. 

The Office also maintains that the Sullivan patent discloses "connecting to 
product support in response to selection of a universal resource locator (URL) in 
the error message box." The Office asserts that the foregoing subject matter of 
rejected claim 1 is disclosed at column 8, lines 30 - 32 and lines 52 - 67. The 
foregoing discloses that an HTTP request may be made to an automated teclmical 
support server. This request is sent after a user initiates a request for technical 
support by way of double-clicking an icon and once a selection is made related to 
a number of possible "problem areas." The Office is respectfully requested to 
refer to column 7, lines 55 - 68. This disclosure of the Sullivan patent clearly 
shows that a URL is not selected from an error message box. Instead, the Sullivan 
patent discloses making an HTTP connection once a problem area is selected. 
Sullivan does not disclose or suggest that the problem areas are URL linlcs. 

Column 8, lines 52 - 67, describes self-help information that is available to 
a user after the user has initiated self-help by way of an icon displayed in a user 
interface associated with an operating system. The self-help information 
described in this portion of the Sullivan patent is not part of an error reporting 
process as a result of an application failure. 

According to the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that Sullivan 
neither discloses nor suggests the limitations of claim 1. Claims 2-7 are at least 
allowable due to their dependency upon an allowable independent claim, as well 
as for additional limitations set forth by the claims. The Office is respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 
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Claim 20, as amended, recites: 

A computer storage medium having stored therein instructions for 
performing acts for creating an error message, the acts comprising: 

generating an error message box upon determination that an error 
occurred, the generation of the error message box by way of an error 
handling mechanism engaged upon determination that the error occurred, 
displaying the error message box; 

connecting to product support in response to selection of a universal 
resource locator (U^) in the error message box; and 

passing a string to product support, the string mcluding an error 
message identifier corresponding to information concerning the error. 
(Emphasis added.) 

Independent claim 20 sets forth limitations substantially similar to those of 
independent claim 1. For brevity. Applicant does not repeat the arguments 
presented in connection with claim 1. Nonetheless, the Office is respectfully 
requested to consider the above arguments in connection with the allowability of 
claim 20. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Sullivan neither 
discloses nor suggests the limitations of claim 20. Claims 21-26 are at least 
allowable due to their dependency upon an allowable independent claim, as well 
as for additional limitations set forth by the claims. The Office is respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 
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Claim 9, as amended, recites; 

An application program interface (API) embodied on one or more 
computer storage media, comprising: 

a first parameter related to a vendor identifier; 
a second parameter related to a product identifier; 
a third parameter related to an application capable of experiencing 
an error condition; and 

a fourth parameter related to a unique error message identifier, the 
unique error message identifier configured to be passed via the API, the 
API receiving and passing the unique error message identifier upon system 
level detection of an application error condition, and product support 
receiving the unique error message identifier to match to information 
concerning the error condition. (Emphasis added.) 

Respectfully, the Sullivan patent does not disclose or suggest what is 
recited by claim 9 for at least the following reasons. 

As discussed hereinabove, Sullivan discloses a self-help system that is 
accessible by a user after an application failure. According to Sullivan, an error is 
first displayed after an application failure occurs. {See column 7, lines 4-50.) 
Once the error has occurred, the user may then double click an icon in order to 
enable the self-help features described by the Sullivan patent. {See column 7, lines 
55 - 59) 

The Office relies upon several portions of the Sullivan patent in support of 
the position that the patented self-help methodology includes an API that is 
capable of "receiving and passing the unique error message identifier upon system 
level detection of an application error condition, and product support receiving the 
unique error message identifier to match to information concerning the error 
condition." {See claim 9.) The Applicant's review of the Sullivan patent shows 
that APIs are discussed in column 5, lines 16 — 26 and column 11, lines 1 ~ 26. 
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However, these portions of the Sullivan patent do not disclose or suggest an API 
that receives and passes a unique error message identifier upon system level 
detection of an application error condition. Instead, the APIs in the Sullivan 
disclosure are initiated only after a self-help session is active. The Office is 
reminded, such a self-help session may be initiated after a user observes an 
application error. Therefore, the Sullivan methodology does not disclose or 
suggest "passing the unique error message identifier upon system level detection 
of an application error condition." The Sullivan self-help methodology requires a 
user to actively initiate the error reporting process by way of selecting an icon that 
launches the self-help process. 

According to the foregoing. Applicant respectfully submits that Sullivan 
neither discloses nor suggests the limitations of claim 9. Claims 10-11 are at least 
allowable due to their dependency upon an allowable independent claim, as well 
as for additional limitations set forth by the claims. The Office is respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 

Claim Rejections Under ^103 

Claims 5, 12-14, 16-19 and 24 stand rejected as being unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Sullivan in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
20030185368 to Bradfield et al. ("Bradfield"). Claims 11 and 15 stand rejected as 
being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Sullivan in view of 
Bradfield, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,260,048 to Caipenter et al. 
("Carpenter"). Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 
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Applicant addresses the rejections of the independent claims in the 
following. As a preliminary matter, Applicant does not separately address the 
patentability of each remaining dependent claim in detail. However, Applicant’s 
decision not to discuss the differences between the cited art and each dependent 
claim should not be considered as an admission that Applicant concurs with the 
Office’s conclusion that the dependent claims are not patentable over the 
disclosure in the cited references. Similarly, Applicant’s decision not to discuss 
differences between the prior art and every claim element, or every coimnent 
made by the Office, should not be considered as an admission that Applicant 
concurs with the Office’s interpretation and assertions regarding those claims. 
Indeed, Applicant believes that all of the dependent claims patentably distinguish 
over the references cited. Moreover, a specific traverse of the rejection of each 
dependent claim is not required, since dependent claims are patentable for at least 
the same reasons as the independent claims from which the dependent claims 
ultimately depend. 
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Claim 12, as amended, recites: 

A method for handling reports of an error condition, the method 
providing: 

receiving an error message created by an application in response to 
an error condition in the application; 

hierarchically parsing a string included in the error message, the 
string including an error message identifier and one or more of a vendor 
identifier, a product identifier, an application identifier and a language 
identifier, 

performing a search in a database of error information to match the 
error message identifier and the one or more of a vendor identifier, a 
product identifier, an application identifier and a language identifier with 
error information in the database to determine a cause for the error 
condition and a remedy for the error condition; and 

returning results of the search. (Emphasis added.) 

Respectfully, the Sullivan and Bradfield combination does not disclose or 

suggest what is recited by claim 12 for at least the following reasons. 

Sullivan discloses a self-help system that is accessible by a user after an 

application failure. According to Sullivan, an error is first displayed after an 

application failure occurs. {See column 7, lines 4 - 50) Once the error has 

occurred, the user may then double click an icon in order to enable the self-help 

features described by the Sullivan patent. {See column 7, lines 55 - 59) The 

application error is reported in line item format (e.g., wwwintl32.dll error). {See 

column 7, lines 47 - 50) Sullivan does not disclose or suggest that a string is 

include in the error message. To the contrary, the Sullivan error message simply 

reports which file associated with an application encountered an en'or condition. 

The Office maintains that Fig. 12 and column 10, lines 35-42, disclose 

"hierarchically parsing a string included in the error message, the string including 

an error message identifier and one, or more of a vendor identifier, a product 
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identifier, an application identifier and a language identifier." Firstly, since 
Sullivan does not disclose or suggest an error message that includes a string, it 
follows that the foregoing limitation of claim 12 is not met by the relied upon 
patent. 

Secondly, regarding the disclosure at column 10, lines 35-42, here Sullivan 
discloses a process that occurs after a user selects a "Diagnose or to Fix" option as 
part of the self-help methodology. (See column 10, lines 4-6.) The Office is 
reminded that the self-help methodology in Sullivan is user selected, and generally 
such selection occurs after an application error message is displayed. According 
to column 10, lines 35-42, after the Diagnose or to Fix option is selected by a user, 
a "mini Web server" is launched that includes self-service tags. These self-service 
tags may be selected to help the user investigate an application error. The 
displayed self-service tags are generated from the URL that launches the mini 
Web server. More specifically, a user selects the URL after navigating through 
several screens in the self-help methodology disclosed by Sullivan. (See Figs. 5- 
12.) 

The foregoing summary of the relevant portion of the Sullivan patent shows 
that "hierarchically parsing a string included in the error message" is neither 
disclosed or suggested. Instead, Sullivan discloses "breaking apart" a URL to 
generate self-service tags. (See column 10, lines 34-36.) This URL is not part of 
an eiTor message. Moreover, Sullivan does not disclose or suggest the use of a 
"string including an error message identifier and one or more of a vendor 
identifier, a product identifier, an application identifier and a language identifier." 
The Microsoft URL shown in Fig. 12 of the Sullivan patent is not part of an error 
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message. The URL is merely part of the self-help methodology initiated after a 
user observes an error message reported after an application encounters an error 
condition. Therefore, it follows that Sullivan also does not disclose or suggest 
"performing a search in a database of error information to match the error 
message identifier and the one or more of a vendor identifier, a product identifier, 
an application identifier and a language identifier with error information in the 
database to determine a cause for the error condition and a remedy for the error 
condition." 

Applicant has carefully considered the disclosure of the Bradfield patent. 
That careful consideration shows that Bradfield does not cure the deficiencies of 
Sullivan, discussed in the foregoing. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the combination of Sullivan and Bradfield does not render the claim 12 
obvious. 

According to the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that Sullivan 
and Bradfield neither discloses nor suggests the limitations of claim 12. Claims 
13-15 are at least allowable due to their dependency upon an allowable 
independent claim, as well as for additional limitations set forth by the claims. 
The Office is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection. 
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Claim 16, as amended, recites: 

A computer storage medium having computer-executable instructions 
for handling reports of an error condition, the computer-executable 
instructions performing acts comprising: 

receiving an error message created by an application in response to 
an error condition in the application; 

hierarchically parsing a string included in the error message, the 
stiing including an error message identifier and one or more of a vendor 
identifier, a product identifier, an application identifier and a language 
identifier, 

performing a search in a database of error information to match the 
error message identifer and the one or more of a vendor identifer, a 
product identifer, an application identifer and a language identifer with 
error information in the database to determine a cause for the error 
condition and a remedy for the error condition; and 
returning results of the search. 

Independent claim 16 sets forth limitations substantially similar to those of 
independent claim 12. For brevity. Applicant does not repeat the arguments 
presented in connection with claim 12. Nonetheless, the Office is respectfully 
requested to consider the above arguments in connection with the allowability of 
claim 16. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the Sullivan and 
Bradfield combination neither discloses nor suggests tlie limitations of claim 16. 
Claims 17-19 are at least allowable due to their dependency upon an allowable 
independent claim, as well as for additional limitations set forth by the claims. The 
Office is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 11 and 15, the claims are dependent 
upon an allowable independent claim. Therefore, for at least this reason, the 
Applicant request that the rejection of claims 11 and 15 be withdrawn. 
Furthermore, Applicant has considered the Carpenter patent. The disclose thereof 
does not remedy the deficiencies, discussed herein, of Sullivan and Bradfield. 
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Conclusion 



In accordance with the foregoing remarks, Applicant believes that the 
pending claims are allowable and the application is in condition for allowance. 
Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner 
have any further issues regarding this application, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney for the Applicant at the telephone number 
provided below. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

By; 

Lewis C. Lee 
Reg. No. 34,656 
(509) 324-9256 
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